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Abstract 
The advent of education hubs is heralded as the latest development in internationalization of higher education. The prevalence of 
education hubs is a token of the transformative forces at play in higher education the world over.  The momentum with which 
education hubs have swept across the Gulf region and South Eastern Asia in particular is extraordinary and merits research 
consideration. India has wakened to the possibilities that follow on from education hubs—in forethought, if not quite in 
readiness. The Government of India agencies related to higher education and higher education institutions in the country have 
taken note of the emergence of education hubs, largely through policy deliberations and symposiums. The prevalence and 
expansion of education hubs in the aforesaid regions, not to mention the short order in which it has been achieved is of interest to 
India for self-evident reasons: the geographic proximity, similarities in socio-politico-economic landscape and shared colonial 
past. While the idea of taking on education hubs in the country is enticing enough, the question of its fittingness in the Indian 
higher educational milieu remains. It emerges that there are some crucial considerations: there are quite a few ways in which the 
country can benefit from education hubs. However, the less than channelled nature of higher education in the country and 
internationalization thereof necessitates a checklist of correctives to ensure that the steps forward lead to quality assurance and 
sustainability. In the face of missing preliminaries, the project of education hubs might be a step too far afield. Given the 
recentness of debate on education hubs, theoretical deliberation on the subject is all but absent in the country. The paper coheres 
analyses of the phenomenon of education hubs, its precipitous emergence and the issue of Indian higher education system’s 
suitability in taking upon itself the prevalent culture of education hubs. The authors examine the subject from the standpoint of 
internationalization of higher education and set about it largely through descriptive and critical synthesis of such research as is 
available.    
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1. Internationalization of higher education in a “flat world” i 
 
Globalization is one of the most transformative forces of our times. It has altered every conceivable aspect of 
our lives—not the least of which is higher education. Guruz (2008) pins the beginning of internationalization of 
higher education on the imperative role of the English language as medium of instruction in homogenizing 
curriculum in natural sciences, engineering and medicine in non-communist countries in the first half of the 
twentieth century. The concept of internationalization of higher education was modelled in the wake of the United 
Nations’ avowed interest in higher education. The Organization’s patronage of higher education as an item of global 
priority was decisive in conflating manifold ideas of internationalization of higher education into the theoretical 
entity we understand it today. “Collection and analysis of comparative educational data increased, which allowed 
international comparisons to be made and conclusions to be drawn thereof. Higher education started to be viewed 
from an international perspective when formulating and implementing national policies” (as cited Guruz, 2008, p. 
137).  
The concept of internationalization of higher education is defined by Knight (2004, 2008) as “the process of 
integrating an international, intercultural or global dimension into the purpose, functions or delivery of 
postsecondary education”. Knight’s definition presumes a policy decision on the part of institution, national 
government or organization to implement strategy considerations to integrate the international dimension into their 
activities. “Knight (2004, 2008) uses the term internationalization strategies to underscore this point, which is a 
notion that includes more planning, an integrated approach and strategic thinking” (as cited in Guruz, 2008, n.p.).  
Education hubs are a manifestation of the phenomenon that is commonly referred to as cross border higher 
education. Knight (2011) has identified three generations of cross border higher education. The first in the series is 
the student mobility, which refers to the physical movement of students and scholars across countries. The second 
era is stated to have begun with the emergence of hitherto unprecedented manifestation in cross border higher 
education such as twining and franchise programs, and articulation arrangements; furthermore, in this instance, the 
advent of branch campuses and virtual universities appeared as novel modes of cross border provider mobility. 
Lastly, education hubs are the latest manifestation of cross border higher education. 
Yeravdekar (2012) has analyzed the evolution of cross border higher education in a stance marked by 
divergence from Knight’s (2011) classification. The author has identified four levels that denote distinctive patterns 
in the evolution of cross border higher education.  The first level is categorized on the basis of student mobility. The 
author has demonstrated that this is the earliest form of cross border higher education, and occurs on account of a 
number of factors: the strength of higher education institutions in the home country might not be sufficient to 
accommodate the growing population of students; the quality of institutions might be suspect; the students might be 
guided by their aspirations to add foreign experience to their portfolio and the prospect of enhanced employment. 
The second level is grouped on the basis of program mobility. The most common manifestations of this 
phenomenon are twining programs, semester abroad program, joint research program and summer schools. It is 
notable that instances wherein faculty members of a university move to a foreign university to conducts academic 
programs leading to the award of diplomas and certificates by the parent university are also examples of program 
mobility. The third level is characterized by the incidence of branch campuses. This is an instance wherein a 
university operates its branch campus in another country. Finally, the inception of education hubs marks the onset of 
the fourth level. 
 
2. The growth of cross border higher education leading up to education hubs  
 
The incidence of education hubs has materialized from unprecedented advances in cross-border student 
mobility in terms of volume, modes of delivery and manners of collaboration with in the last decade. The 
phenomenon of cross border higher education refers to movement of human resource and/or the delivery of 
education across national boundaries. Powar (2012, p. 264) states that cross border higher education is the 
“institutionalization of the provision of higher education across national boundaries”. He suggests that transnational 
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higher education, borderless higher education, and offshore higher education refer to the blurring of external 
boundaries; however, the broad consensus is that cross border higher education is an umbrella term that 
encompasses other designations. 
A directly correlated causal relationship in this regard is the one between internationalization of higher 
education and labor market. Varghese (2008) hypothesizes that increase in demand for skilled and specialized labor 
results in a corresponding increase in the premium placed on foreign degree. Consequently, the foreign education 
beneficiary expects additional compensation for foreign education as it is construed to offer a competitive edge over 
those who are not armed with it. The subject is gaining relevance because cross border higher education is projected 
to grow by leaps and bounds in the larger landscape of globalization. According to OECD (2006), the number of 
students engaged in cross-border higher education was 1.9 million in 2000 and 2.7 million in 2004; this figure is 
slated to jump to 7.2 million by 2025 (as cited in Varghese, 2008).  
Several interesting points emerge out of the discussion on the progression of cross border higher education 
leading up to the emergence of education hubs: a key observation being that the prevalence of education hubs has 
been precipitous and not entirely foreseen. The earlier modes of trans-national higher education evolved gradually 
and, perhaps more organically, impelled as they were by the natural course of evolution of the traditional higher 
education system: its need to find conduit for academic and pecuniary growth in response to the balancing forces of 
demand and supply. Thus, the rate of expansion of internationalization was steep, but not abrupt.  
Basically, the term, “education hub” refers to geographic clusters that are characterized by an agglomeration of 
higher education institutions and associated services and businesses. The emergence of education hubs is not 
conceptually different from the prevalence of industry hubs in other sectors, for instance: Detroit for the automobile 
industry and the Silicon Valley for IT.  Knight (2011, p.225) defines the concept thusly: “an education hub is a 
concerted and planned effort by a country (or zone, city) to build a critical mass of education/knowledge actors and 
strengthen its efforts to exert more influence in the new marketplace of education”. The author states that while 
countries’ rationales for taking on education hubs might vary greatly, there are two constants: the enterprise of 
education hubs is typically taken up when a “relatively small” country makes a policy decision to switch from an 
economy based on manufacturing and natural resources to a “knowledge economy”. Knight’s paper on education 
hubs explicates the manner in which education hubs can build on earlier modes of cross border higher education, 
such as those discussed earlier. Lane & Kinser (2011b) are in agreement over Knight’s standpoint:  
An educational hub is a designated region intended to attract foreign investment, retain local students, 
build a regional reputation by providing access to high-quality education and training for both 
international and domestic students, and create a knowledge-based economy. An education hub can 
include different combinations of domestic/international institutions, branch campuses, and foreign 
partnerships within the designated region. To date, the term appears to be primarily a rhetorical tool used 
to attract attention and drive the development of governmental policy. (p.82)      
The expression “international branch campus” has come to be used oft in the discourse on education hubs. It 
denotes the physical presence of the mother or home institution in the host country in order to mark it out from other 
modes of cross border higher education. Wilkins (2010) elaborates: “the term ‘international branch campus’ implies 
a brick and mortar approach, whereby an institution has a physical presence in a foreign country. Students receive 
their education in premises owned or leased by the foreign institution, solely or jointly with a local partner…” (p. 
390).  
 
3. India and the “Half-open Door” iiPolicy 
“India, more than any country, has vast potential to be a hub for education” iii 
India has responded to internationalization of higher education later than its neighbors in the South East. The 
present drive is fallout of the Government’s expressly proclaimed policy of economic liberalism. Powar (2012) 
states: “The advent of globalization in the early 1990s, and the signing of the General Agreement on Trade in 
Services (GATS) in 1995 provided, at least theoretically, a pathway for the entry of both foreign providers and 
foreign investment, in to India”  (p. 237). Internationalization of higher education has not been a high priority item 
up until quite recently. Additionally, in the absence of well-researched policy deliberations, the undertaking has not 
been wholly purposeful. In fact, it has been disproportionately lop-sided, and, some might say dysfunctional: 
perhaps, the most disquieting feature being the soaring figures denoting outbound mobility of students. Agarwal 
(n.d.) delves into the data that presents stark dissimilarity in the patterns of inbound and out bound mobility of 
students in India:  
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In just over 40 years there has been a 24- fold increase in the number of Indian students abroad, from 
11,192 in 1965 to 268,000 in 2008. Though this is less than in China, where the numbers sharply grew from 
a few thousand in the 1960s to 417,350 in 2008, it is more than twice the global growth rate-the total 
number of internationally mobile students grew from 290,000 in 1963 to 2.9 million today. Currently, 
Indians constitute about 7.5 per cent of the world's mobile students, the second- largest group of students 
from a single country (after China). (n.p.)  
On the other hand, Powar (2012) points out that the Association of Indian Universities (AIU) recorded a meagre 
18,391 international students for the year 2006-07 (Table 1).  
 
Table 1: Year wise number of international students 
Year 1990-91 1992-93 1994-95 1996-97 1998-99 2000-01 2002-03 2004-05  2006-07 2008-09 
Students 12,899 12,767 11.888 5,841 5,323 6,896 7,756 13,267 18,391 21,778 
Source: Association of Indian Universities (as cited in Powar, 2012, p. 245) 
 
By way of comparison, the corresponding figure for Singapore for the year 2007 was 86,000; similarly, Malaysia 
recorded 70, 423 students in 2008 (Knight, 2011).  
This brings us to the discussion on the un-channelled nature of internationalization of higher education in the 
country—a token of apathy and inertia on part of the leadership, and not the most hopeful prognosis for ventures 
such as education hubs. Pritam (n.d.) lists the University Grants Commission’s Tenth Plan (2002-07) as the first 
landmark step that proclaimed the Indian Government’s intent of espousing the cause of internationalization of 
higher education. The neglect of policy deliberations raises concerns about India’s readiness in standing equal to its 
peers—both, collaborators and competitors. Agarwal (n.d.) elaborates on the Government’s lackadaisical attitude in 
redressing the concern:  
India also has not been proactive in attracting international students and its coordination, communication and 
recruitment strategies are weak. Most institutions recruit foreign students themselves, though some 
universities coordinate recruitment for affiliated colleges. The coordination mechanism for promotion of 
Indian higher education abroad put in place by the University Grants Commission in 2004/05 has failed to 
take off. EdCIL (formerly Educational Consultants India Limited) is the coordinating agency for the 
admission of foreign nationals and overseas Indians, but it recruits less than a thousand students each year. 
(n.p.) 
 
4. The Ministry of Human Resource Development’s (MHRD) model of “knowledge economy” 
 
India’s wakening to education hubs has been slow in coming—as is the case with initiatives pertaining to 
internationalization of higher education, in general—going by such records as are available publicly. Powar’s (n.d.) 
position that quite a few foreign theorists have considered Indian regulations with respect to admittance of foreign 
education providers overly circumspect is another viable cause as to the late entrance of foreign education providers 
in the country. “Verbik and Jokivirta (2005), in their six fold classification of regulatory models, place India in their 
fourth category—“moving from liberal to more restrictive” regime” (Altbach, 2012, p.238).  
Nevertheless, to great credit of the Indian Government, it has expressed, over the last ten years, the pressing 
need to move beyond strengthening of the higher education sector to the more fitting agenda of recasting the country 
as  “knowledge economy”, or—in an expression of rhetorical flourish—bring about a “knowledge revolution”!  
Dahlman and Utz (2005) list some of the public documents that are testament to the Government’s word:  
. . . the Indian Planning Commission’s reports on India as Knowledge Superpower: Strategy for 
Transformation (2001) and India Vision 2020 (2002c); the President’s (Dr. A. P. J. Abdul Kalam’s) 2002 
strategy India 2020: A Vision for the New Millennium (Kalam and Rajan 2002); and the High-Level 
Strategic Group’s India’s New Opportunity, 2020 (AIMA 2003) . . . (p. 22)  
The Government of India’s proclamations of promoting internationalization of higher education have come 
about in the larger backdrop of the Government’s avowed affirmation to recast the country as “knowledge 
economy”. Dahlman & Utz (2005) elaborate on the Indian Government’s notion of knowledge economy thusly: 
“The time is very opportune for India to make its transition to [the] knowledge economy—an economy that creates, 
disseminates, and uses knowledge to enhance its growth and development…” (p. 2). Mattoo (2009) explicates the 
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Prime Minister, Dr. Manmohan Singh’s initiative: “The whole idea of building a knowledge society is the idea of 
empowering young men and women through education and ensuring that all our delivery systems are built on the 
premise of the latest knowledge” (as cited in Bhatia and Dash, 2010, p. 46). With the singular purpose of modelling 
recommendations on this score, the Government founded the National Knowledge Commission (NKC) in 2005. 
Illustrative of the more recent Government initiatives are: the “Foreign Education Provider (Regulation) Bill” 
(2010), which was put forth to facilitate and regulate the entry of trans-national higher education institutions in 
India, the “Obama-Singh Initiative” (2009) and the “Higher Education and Research Bill” (2012).  
 
5. Education hubs and India’s positioning  
 
“We need educational hubs to attract foreign students. We need it because we could use more capital and know-
how” iv   
The discussion on education hubs has been very prolific in the country lately. A case in point is the Federation 
of Indian Chamber of Commerce and Industry (FICCI) Higher Education Summit 2012, which was sponsored by 
the FICCI, the Ministry of Human Resource Development and the Planning Commission—all three being apex 
Government bodies. One of the top agenda items was the Government’s plan to strengthen India’s positioning in the 
global education hub scene. Policy discussions on the subject invariably touch upon the meteoric spawning of 
education hubs in Asian countries, particularly the Gulf region and South Eastern Asia. These success stories—such 
as they are—beckon the gains that can be accrued and present themselves as attractive models.  
The Planning Commission, in its Eleventh Five Year Plan (2007-12) broadcast its intent to attract global talent 
through public-private partnership. At the core of this goal is the setting up of fourteen “innovation universities 
aiming at world class standards.” v The “innovation universities” are to be developed as “Global Centers of 
Innovation” in identified citiesvi.  
. . . the Ministry has decided to set up Innovation Universities aiming at world class standards to enable 
the knowledge talent around the world to cluster in the universities proposed to be developed as Global 
Centres of Innovation. The Central Government proposes to establish 14 Innovation Universities in 
identified citiesvii 
These Centres are to be, for all intents and purposes India’s education hubs wherein higher education and other 
bodies will, purportedly contribute to the cause of inter-disciplinary education, entrepreneurship and, research and 
development in a concerted fashionviii (Kasturi, 2008). 
. . . it is proposed to establish 14 new CU [central universities] aiming at world class standards. These 
universities . . . serve as benchmarks of excellence for other universities and colleges . . . The proposed 14 
World Class Universities (WCU) need to be carefully planned to have various schools including medical 
and engineering. Their establishment should be implemented in a creative mode, by setting up an 
autonomous project team comprising eminent people for each of the proposed WCU, who would design 
and implement the project creatively. The location decision should balance the desire for achieving a 
greater geographical spread and the potential synergies arising from colocation with the existing reputed 
institutions and laboratories . . . so as to enable India to become the global knowledge hub and set 
benchmark for Central and other universities. ix 
It is important to note that the idea of education hubs in the country is not limited to the Government empowered 
“Global Centers of Innovation”; rather, the professed Centres illustrate the Government’s interest in taking on 
education hubs. The private participants are in no way bound to function with the purview of “Innovation 
Universities” and “Global Centers of Innovation”.   
The Planning Commission’s construal of “Mohali Knowledge City” exemplifies the Government’s sketch of 
purported education hubs.  
It is planned to build a knowledge city in Mohali, Punjab with a vision to promote innovation and startup 
[sic] companies. The cluster includes, on a single campus, the Indian Institute of Science Education and 
Research (IISER), National Agri-food Biotechnology Institute, Nanotechnology Institute . . . a 
Technology Park for start-ups, and a host of other shared facilities. Governance, as a cluster is so 
designed as to allow dynamic contact and collaboration within the cluster and with all existing local 
institutes and enterprises.x 
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The Indian Government’s strategy to develop education hubs could be classified as “acropolis hub” (Lane and 
Kinser, 2011b). The authors express the concept thusly: “where there is a purposeful decision that institutions are to 
be located in very close proximity to each other, thus creating a focused site for the hub” (p. 84). This model is 
distinguished from what the authors refer to as  “archipelago hub”, which denotes a developing nation where the 
partaking institutions might be spread far apart from each other, or not. Knight & Morshidi (2011) have argued 
along similar lines: 
 A salient feature is the presence of a national plan and investment to enable the country to serve as an 
education hub. It is this feature which distinguishes them from initiatives in larger countries like China, 
India or the United States where specific geographic areas are being promoted as hubs not the country as 
a whole. (p. 594)                                                  
Altbach & Jayaram (2008) state that the Indian higher education scene is doubtlessly marked by pockets of 
excellence, and given the disparity in distribution of resources, the project of setting up education hubs would have 
to be limited to these pockets (as cited in Altbach, 2012). The regional distribution of higher education institutes in 
India is not homogenous on any count. It is characterized by agglomeration of universities and colleges in 
metropolitan cities. More often than not, these focal points are marked by concentration of both numerical strength 
of higher education institutions, and superior quality of education and research (Powar, 2012). It is noteworthy that 
these focal points have cropped up on account of factors other than Government policy deliberations.  In point of 
fact, this development is fuelled by the plain incidence of infrastructural support system, which is tied in a conjoint 
relationship with corporate and industrial networks typical of metropolitan cities in the country (Mishra, 2012).    
There are at least three metropolitan cities/regions in India that present promise to emerge as education hubs of 
some international stature: Pune, Bangalore and Hyderabad. There are several other smaller city-regions that are 
being projected as regional education hubs, such as Lavasa near Pune and the “Rajiv Gandhi Education City” in 
Sonipat, Haryana. These fledgling enterprises are being promoted with much gusto, but the feasibility is suspect. 
Therefore the discussion is limited the trio of cities, which is characterized by preponderance of some of the 
countries’ most noted higher education institutions. The city of Bangalore, in particular boasts numerous reputed 
academic centres of excellence, as well as several renowned research hubs (Popkin & Iyenger, 2007). In addition to 
the concentration of academic-research institutions, these cities/regions also contain nodes of corporate businesses 
and manufacturing industries, supported as they are, by the presence of relatively serviceable infrastructure.  
Furthermore, these cities fall in state-regions that are fairly stable in terms of governance and law and order, the 
corollary being that they are more progressive and attract impressive pool of talent from across the country, and to a 
small measure, from other countries too.  The conglomeration of higher education institutions brings with it the 
resulting advantage of building “cluster-regions” (Whitaker, 2004): regions that house higher education institutions 
and ancillary industries and services that are propelled by self-generated symbiotic relationships. The Planning 
commission, Indiaxi upholds Whitaker’s position in elaborating on the rationale for developing educational clusters:  
Building cluster in strategic location enables innovation. Characteristically, in a cluster, research, 
technology management, investment and business skills, technology incubators and parks for startups 
are co-located, functionally linked, based on a common vision. The vision of such a cluster is to create 
necessary synergies and sharing of resources, ideas, and facilities. 
The significance of IT industry in these metropolitan cities cannot be overstated in view of the consideration that 
the Government’s plan to launch education hubs is wholly tied to the occurrence of the industry. The Ministry of 
Human Resource Development has come up with the allegory, “hub and spokes model” to depict its intent to 
construct education hubs that are to outgrow from an industry establishment. The idea, essentially is to induce 
entrepreneurship in the information technology industry by providing some infrastructural support, which would, 
expectedly spawn higher education institutions of international stature (Lakshman, 2012). The model is in keeping 
with the Government’s enthusiasm for Public Private Partnerships (PPP), which is defined by the Ministry of 
Finance thusly:    
A partnership between a public sector entity (sponsoring authority) and a private sector entity (a legal 
entity in which 51% or more of equity is with the private partner/s) for the creation and/or management 
of infrastructure for public purpose for a specified period of time (concession period) on commercial 
terms and in which the private partner has been procured through a transparent and open procurement 
system (Urbanindia, 2007, p. vii).    
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The city of Pune is clearly a frontrunner in drawing international students into the Indian higher education 
system: the University of Pune and Symbiosis International University, Pune have historically been in the vanguard 
of hosting international students (The Hindu, 2012). The competition to covet a piece of the pie is fierce. Altbach 
(2008) states: “The Indian press reports that 40 international universities have sought land from the government of 
Maharashtra in the Mumbai-Pune-Nashik area to establish campuses. These trends provide just one indication of the 
tremendous foreign interest in the large and lucrative higher education market in India” (as cited in Altbach, 2012, p. 
241). Relatable is the fact that the city is fast emerging as the IT and manufacturing hub of western India, and is 
slated to overtake Mumbai on this front in the future (Hill & Jain, 2008). 
More recently, Bangalore has also emerged as a potential education hub. The famed Indian Institute of Science, 
the Jawaharlal Nehru Center for Advanced Scientific Research, the National Law School of India, Indian Institute of 
Management, Bangalore, Azim Premji University, Indian Institute for Human Settlements and Manipal International 
University are to be credited, in some measure for hoisting the city into its prominent position (Times of India, 
2011). The incidence of numerous higher education institutions that boast superior resources and infrastructure 
allow for cross exchange of talent and innovation. The city’s positioning as the stronghold of IT, communication 
and outsource operations add enormously to its advantageous edge (Popkin & Iyenger, 2007). In a telling gesture, 
the Government of Karnataka has recently earmarked 14,000 acres north of Bangalore for future research projects 
which will partner with leading R&D agencies such as IISC, Indian Space Research Organisation, Bhabha Atomic 
Research Centre and Defence Research Development Organisation (Mishra, 2012). 
The city of Hyderabad’s lead on this front rests primarily on the State Government’s drive to set up operational 
satellite campuses of top ranking management universities in the city; notable among these business schools are: 
Indian Institute of Management, Xavier Labour Relations Institute, Institute of Management Technology, Tata 
Institute of Social Sciences and Narsee Monjee Institute of Management Sciences (Times of India, 2012). Following 
Bangalore’s lead, the city of Hyderabad is also at the forefront of technological advancements in the country on 
many scores, benefitted, as they both have, from being India’s face of the IT-communication revolution to the world 
(Hill & Jain, 2009). Furthermore, the extensive prevalence of IT-communication outsourcing businesses, largely 
through “business processing offices” (BPOs) has opened up opportunities for the outpouring of capital, 
infrastructural, human and other resources of the kind that would dispose the cities to emerge as nodes of higher 
education in India and beyond (Popkin & Iyenger, 2007).  
 
6. The Indian higher education system: “a great monolith with a core of inadequacy”xii 
 
Given the massive demand for quality higher education, inviting foreign universities to set up bases here is 
critical to addressing the supply-side shortfall. Consider that India needs another 800 universities by 2020 to address 
the educational needs of 45 million students. This demand simply cannot be met by indigenous varsities alonexiii  
It has been argued repetitiously that education hubs will hoist the overall quality of education, which will lend 
itself to international competitiveness. The issue of quality assurance is oft-repeated in the discussion on higher 
education system in India. Stella (2002) states that promotion of quality has been the principal goal of practically all 
national committees on education; so much so that a Constitutional Amendment was instituted in 1976 to bring 
education with in purview of the Concurrent List so as to allow the Federal Government to monitor the quality 
control aspect. The system is marked by the occurrence of a large number of institutions, all but a few of which 
leave much to be desired with respect to the overall quality of education.  
India cannot be served well by its very large number of low quality institutions; the solution probably 
lies in the creation of better alternatives that will give rise to the natural process of either closures or 
mergers (which really means closures) by the force of the market rather than via governmental dictatexiv.  
The Federation of Indian Chambers of Commerce and Industry (FICCI) Report on Higher Education 2009 
brings to light the disquieting issue of growing number of Indian students seeking education abroad, faced as they 
are, by an all too stark absence of world class universities.  The impairment is not students’ alone. “The value of 
imports (Indian students overseas) is extremely high at 0.46% of GDP which comprises of around 80% of the public 
spending on higher education…the figure is also comparable to the total spent on higher education which is 1% of 
the GDP in India” (Agarwal, 2009).   
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In the discussion on quality, the concerns with respect to skill development and research are most pressing 
(Dahlman & Utz, 2005; EY-FICCI, 2009; Kumar & Oesterheld, 2007). The contemporary idea of knowledge 
economy presupposes “high skills society” (Brown, 2001). Brown’s exposition of “high skills” is founded on the 
argument that global economic competitiveness rests on the knowledge and skills of workforce. In other words, if an 
economy is to benefit optimally from global labor markets, a deliberate attempt has to be made to lift the skills base. 
The scarcity of skilled human resource, which refers to the lack of specialized industry skills, is an all too common 
obstacle in developing countries. Agarwal (2009) elaborates on the dysfunctionality of the Indian higher education 
system that continues to churn out growing number of graduates who are confronted with a job market that eludes 
them.  
Since the link between fields of study and occupational areas are relatively loose…and the process of 
transition from higher education to employment has become more complex and protracted, it has its own 
dynamics of raising and dashing hopes (Gibbons, 1998). (p. 172) 
Swaminathan (2007) has contended that the notion of higher education in India has been de-coupled with the 
idea of “development” as propounded by the World Bank. The concepts of industrial growth, higher education and 
employment are “compartmentalized” and “disengaged” with each other at the levels of “policy, research and 
practice”. The outcome is an economy that generates preponderance of “formally illiterate”, semi-literate and literate 
populace which is un-employable or “professionally untrained”.  Furthermore, the Indian economy is marked by 
“premature [tertiarisation]” and acute deficit of “substantive R&D” on account of “excessive enrolment in 
humanistic and liberal arts courses” which is not aimed at acquiring specific professional or technical-vocational 
specialization (as cited in Kumar & Oesterheld, 2007). While the trend of incorporating programs that are 
specifically designed to prepare students for the workplace is gaining ground, India lags far behind in comparison to 
Western countries, as well as some of the faster emerging economies, such as Brazil (Powar, 2012). Naik & 
Kandilkar (2010) argue that technical education is an area of gross neglect in India. The authors opine that 
strengthening of technical education will, in turn help modernize higher education in the country, and bring it in step 
with academic stature of the developed countries. It is relatable that in the context of education hubs and 
international branch campuses, the academic offerings focus primarily on education that is designed with the aim of 
career preparedness: business-management training, science and technology, and medicine (Altbach, 2012). 
Additionally, the keystone idea in the specific context of internationalization of higher education is to prepare 
the student for global career. The notion of global career refers to the twin fold skills of acquiring global 
competencies and multicultural skills. The former means a functioning knowledge of the ability to leverage global 
assets, such as global workforce, clients and collaborations. The latter refers to awareness of cultural variations such 
that a worker can successfully navigate his way around them without losing professional orientation (Brown, Green 
& Lauder, 2008). Those students, who are armed with the edge of international higher education, even in a small 
measure, enjoy more employability in the global job market (Robertson, 2008). The significance of acquiring these 
skills in the backdrop of advancement of human capital is one of the chief thrusts of the Ministry of Human 
Resource Development’s advocacy of developing education hubs in India (Matthews, Sibal & Prasad, 2012).  The 
Planning Commission (Government of India), an apex policy making body, has championed international 
collaborations and industry readiness as synergetic issues of very high priority and made express proclamations to 
commit itself to the agenda (Fischer, 2012). 
As stated earlier, the neglect of research is an unrelenting impairment in the higher education system in India.  
Dukkipati (2010) contends that the irrefutable association between research and higher education has been ignored 
by the Indian Government. The author illustrates the case with stark statistics: “only 4 percent of research 
expenditure is made through universities. In the United States the corresponding figure is 17 percent and in 
Germany it is 23 percent. Moreover, India’s higher education institutions are poorly connected to research centers. 
China’s investment in research manpower, estimated at 708 researchers per 1 million people, is six times that of 
India’s” (n.p.). Gupta & Gupta (2012) uphold Dukkipati’s contention about the Government’s desertion of research. 
The authors record that the Government expenditure on research and development in science and technology as 
percentage of GDP was 0.8% during 2005-06 in India. By way of comparison, the equivalent figure for Israel was 
5%, Sweden (4%), Japan (3%), US (2.77) and China (1.5%).  
Partnerships with international higher education institutions have boundless potential to infuse the oft repeated 
“culture of research”—the very pinnacle of higher education in top ranking universities (Altbach, 2012 b).  Some of 
the prominent ways this comes about are: the academic-research community can benefit from institutional 
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collaborations in terms of   gaining competitive advantage, mapping of global networks for research and 
employment, opportunities to discover funding for research, professional development and training for faculty and 
other staff members, and increased institutional recognition (Anderson & Steneck, 2011).  
While it is crucial to ascertain that the foreign partnering institution has the motivation, funding and 
infrastructural capability to invest in long-standing research, the impetus to foster an academic culture that values 
original and purposeful research has to emanate from the host country’s policy makers; to look up to foreign 
providers alone to make good this deficit would be to be remiss. The host policy makers must take care to encourage 
domestic higher education institutions to build research capacity from the grounds up and not focus single-mindedly 
on importing infrastructure and resources from home country (Thomas, 2010). A foundational supporting structure 
that is indigenous and built from the grounds up holds better promise for ventures such education hubs. Wilkins 
(2010) lauds education hubs in the Gulf Region for their earnest efforts in investing in research. Similarly, Knight 
(2011) commends Singapore’s efforts to put in place a sound and lasting groundwork for research:  
The 2006 to 2010 national research and development agenda for Singapore is supported by a US$8 
billion fund. The establishment of a US$600 million Campus for Research Excellence and Technological 
Enterprise is part of Singapore’s long-term approach to create sustainable research expertise rather than 
relying on short-term commercially driven research and development projects (Sidhu, 2008). (p.226)  
In the same vein, it is important to identify how deeply the importing institutions are committed to taking in 
hand broad enough curricula and how far they are invested in the future. Powar (2012) endorses Altbach’s (2009) 
opinion on the less than altruistic motivations of exporting countries: both opine that international branch campuses 
are constricted in their curricular offerings—limiting themselves, as they do, to high demand programs such as 
management. Thus, the concern emerges as to how well the cause of higher education will be served by international 
education hubs. A higher education system like the Indian, which is otherwise devoid of world class-universities and 
research facilities barring pockets of excellence such as the IITs and IIMs, will benefit only marginally from foreign 
resources.  The absence of a home-grown culture of academic innovation and research is a glaring deficit in the 
system and importing institutions cannot contribute significantly to allaying the shortfall. Union Minister, Mr. Kapil 
Sibal, who has campaigned for the “Higher Education and Research Bill” opines that partnerships with foreign 
education providers through education hubs is the only recourse with which to build institutions dedicated to 
research and innovations, and thereby propel the Indian higher education system into the top rankings (Thakkar, 
2012).  
Altbach (2012) expresses his cynicism of the Indian Government’s proclamations—articulated most 
prominently by Mr. Sibal—that the admission of international branch campuses alone will hoist the overall quality 
of the higher education system to bring it at par with the top ranking higher education institutions. By way of 
illustration, he cites the enormous difficulty in recruiting foreign teaching staff to go over to the host country to 
teach; most international branch campuses settle for local teaching staff, which raises the question about how truly 
international the teaching-learning experience in education hubs. Similarly, Megan Clifford cautions Indian policy 
makers to view the international branch campus model with circumspection: “Attracting and retaining foreign 
faculty has been one of the biggest challenges…India needs to be clear on what it wants and whether the foreign 
institutions willing to come will be able to fulfil that requirement” (as cited in Mishra, 2012, n.p.). 
 
7. Higher education and “soft power”xv 
“. . . the presence of a strong higher education sector can be seen as a way to improve the soft power influence of 
some governments (Nye, 2005). 
In continuing the discussion on the benefits that accrue from internationalization of higher education institutions 
in India the subject of politico-diplomatic ties is also important. The Government of India has expressly proclaimed 
its intent to undertake initiatives to strengthen the presence of international students in India in the interest of public 
diplomacy (Gaur, 2006). Internationalization of Indian universities has more to it than altruistic and symbolic 
inspirations. From the political perspective, India’s hegemonic position as the provider of higher education in the 
region strengthens its overall diplomatic and ambassadorial status (Sharma, 2008). The concept of “soft power”, as 
enunciated by Harvard academic, Joseph Nye and applied to the Indian context by Union Minister, Shashi Tharoor 
(2012) elucidates the argument about the tremendous potential to bolster India’s reputation in the region as a 
harbinger of quality higher education, goodwill and neighborly conviviality through internationalization of higher 
education. Tharoor’s arguments puts one in the mind of Nye’s, “Soft Power and Higher Education”, which claims 
that American universities have contributed significantly to the country’s empowerment. 
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The occurrence of education hubs bodes well for brand standing of the host country since the prevalence of 
education hubs presupposes convergence of academic, research, infrastructural and support services and businesses 
(Lane & Kinser, 2011a). Most notably, it will add to India’s diplomatic ties with the popular “source” countries and 
improve the brand stature of higher education in general. 
Just as there are numerous ways in which education hubs can serve the country, there are scores of factors that 
will work to strengthen the country’s case in launching education hubs. Amongst the factors that work to India’ 
advantage in developing education hubs, one of the foremost is the country’s cultural standing. The Indian culture is 
a big draw for international students given India’s impressionistic image as a cultural icon in the region (Sharma, 
2008). In the context of internationalization of higher education, two ideas are notable: firstly, the prevalence of 
international higher education institutions in the Indian subcontinent, such as Nalanda and Taxila since ancient 
times bespeaks a historic tradition of hosting international students (Powar, 2012). Secondly, the cultural heritage of 
the country, which is evidently perceived to be a tremendous inducement for foreign students, also strengthens 
India’s case (Yeravdekar & Tiwari, 2012).  
Additionally, a strategic advantage for India is related to the fact that there are easily identifiable geographic and 
political regions that have proven to be strongholds in terms of “sourcing” students, as it were. The foremost among 
them are: Afghanistan, Iran, Arabic speaking countries in Central Asia, the Gulf and Africa. The fact that these are 
“old faithfuls”, so to speak suggests a steadfast brand stature, which will undoubtedly help recruit students. The 
following tables demonstrate the inflow of international students: 
 
Table 2: Inflow of international students to India 
 Region 1990-91 1995-96 2000-01 2005-06 2008-09 
Asia 5741 4831 3866 10493 16004 
Africa 6318 4081 2964 2403 4193 
N and S America 263 309 327 654 614 
Europe 173 127 179 206 304 
Australasia 35 40 44 71 66 
Miscellaneous 369 699 405 629 597 
Total 12899 10087 7785 14456 21778 
Source: Association of Indian Universities (as cited in Powar, 2012, p. 245) 
 
 
Table 3: Country wise inflow of international students to India 
Countries 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07 2007-08 
Iran 1120 1264 2180 2669 
Nepal 1352 1411 1728 1821 
United Arab Emirate 1500 2034 1878 1560 
Ethiopia 226 302 1033 1289 
Sri Lanka 582 530 466 997 
Afghanistan 35 65 422 976 
Saudi Arabia 419 551 771 835 
Bahrain 382 481 446 600 
Kenya 418 523 621 592 
Oman 646 505 608 548 
Total 6680 7666 10153 11887 
Source: Dongaonkar and Negi (2009) p. 4 
 
Continuing the discussion on the factors that potentially strengthen the case for education hubs in India is the 
contention that the typical international student in India exhibits some salient characteristics. The vast majority of 
international students hail from developing countries; additionally, the students are reportedly quite sure of their 
preference for English speaking higher education system and subsist on a meagre budget (Yeravdekar & Tiwari, 
2012). This configuration is suggestive of India’s boundless potential for internationalization of higher education. It 
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would not be implausible to hold that India’s ability to offer higher education in English at a fraction of the cost of 
the industrialized countries, combined with its physical proximity to regions that are teeming with higher education 
hopefuls points at bountiful gains that can be accrued with strategic planning. This is scarcely a surprising 
revelation, as previous research has upheld the international students’ inclination for English as the medium of 
higher education: Wilkins (2010) states the great measure to which English speaking countries have benefitted from 
globalization, profiting as they do, from their long-held reputation of strongholds of superior higher education in 
English—the lingua franca of international education. 
Along the same lines, the Indian Diaspora, which adds up to over 25 million in 130 countries has also proven to 
be a strong patron of Indian higher education system (Kumar, Sarkar & Sharma, 2009). It is noteworthy that there is 
some degree of coincidence in the typical source or catchment areas of inbound international students in India and 
regions of high concentration of Indian Diaspora. These countries are strewn about over a very expansive spectrum 
indeed, and include: the Gulf region, the “African, Caribbean and Pacific Group of States”, East Africa and North 
America (Dongaonkar & Negi, 2009). The Ministry of Overseas Indian Affairs has been quite forthcoming of its 
concerted plans to draw in this segment in the folds of the Indian higher education system. An important case in 
point among the large number of promotional incentives is the “scholarships programs for Diaspora children”, 
which is fashioned with the singular aim of drawing in Diaspora students into Indian higher education institutions, 
thereby, strengthening the case for education hubs in the country (knowindia, 2012) More recently, the theme has 
been insistently articulated by Mr. Kapil Sibal and Chairman, National Knowledge Commission, Sam Pitroda (The 
Hindu, 2012). 
The Government of India makes frequent references to education hubs in the Gulf region and South East Asia 
with respect to model building (Matthews, Sibal & Prasad, 2012). While there are several parallels that can be 
drawn with these countries, it is important to be mindful of the consideration that the respective governments’ run of 
higher education systems in these economies is quite dissimilar from their Indian counterpart. 
Agarwal (2009) maintains that the dissimilarity in the Indian higher education system and those in South East 
Asian countries is a constitutional one. He endorses Altbach & Umakoshi (2004) in attributing the “centre–periphery 
or dominance–subordination relationship” of the system to the long colonial history with Britain.  The 
corresponding systems in South East Asian countries like Singapore, Hong-Kong and Malaysia emanate from a 
similar paradigm as well: “Altbach & Selvaratnam (1989) use the phrase ‘twisted root’ to refer to the common 
origin of contemporary higher education systems in Asia in general and in South-East Asia in particular. According 
to them, the contemporary higher education systems in Asia are a replication of non-Asian models that were either 
imposed by the colonial powers or adopted voluntarily by the non-colonized state like Thailand” (Nguyen, 2010, p. 
26). However, they transitioned to a meditated approach to link higher education to national policy on economic 
development much sooner than India (Altbach & Umakoshi, 2004). Additionally, as has been discussed earlier, 
while internationalization of higher education in India has followed a definite upward trend, the rate of growth is not 
nearly as extraordinary as countries in South East Asia, particularly Malaysia, Singapore and Hong Kong.  
The materialization of cross border student mobility rests on the innovativeness and efficacy of delivery modes 
and collaborations with international universities. It would not be erroneous to square the success of 
internationalization of higher education in South East Asia and the Gulf region with their commendable efforts to 
keep step with advancements in pedagogy and international partnerships (Knight & Morshidi, 2011). In particular, 
Malaysia, Hong Kong and Singapore merit note for their ingenuity in devising all manner of winning programs: 
franchise, twining, joint degree programs, on-line programs and such like (Knight, 2012). On the other hand, the 
Gulf countries’ resourcefulness in originating programs oriented towards corporate training and partnering with 
multinational giants has been their most successful modus operandi (Thomas, 2010). Disappointingly, both the 
approaches have been India’s failing, and lessons from competition merit the stakeholders’ consideration (Altbach 
& Jayaram, 2008).  
In continuation of the discussion on the disparate nature of evolution of internationalization of higher education 
in India and South East Asia, Varghese’s (2008) outline of the two distinct modes of cross border higher education 
(CBHE): international/transnational  providers and students seeking cross border education is crucial. Garrett and 
Verbik (2003) propose that in the first case—cross border education through transnational providers—the reference 
is to the delivery mechanism wherein both program and instruction are made available from one country or more to 
another country or several other countries without the need for students to physically move away from their home 
country (as cited in Varghese, 2008). Typically, South East Asian countries enjoy prominence in this spectrum: 
Hong Kong, Malaysia and Singapore are notable instances of countries that have concentrated presence of 
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transnational providers offering courses in domestic markets. The other mode of CBHE—students seeking cross 
border education—refers to the scenario where students physically move from their home country to the host 
country in pursuit of higher education; the traditional overseas study program is a case in point. Amongst the 
countries that demonstrate considerable evidence of outflow of students for this mode of CBHE are China, India and 
Korea (Cao, 2011). Internationalization in India has predominantly followed the conventional mode of “study India 
programs”, students sponsored by Government agencies such as ICCR and exchange programs (Powar, 2012). 
While the newer delivery modes are gaining ground, the country has some catching up to do. 
It is significant that the frontrunners in the global scene on education hubs are characteristically common in their 
championship of internationalization of higher education as an item of national agenda high on the list of priority.  
Knight (2011) states that the extraordinary projections for the “Global Schoolhouse” enterprise in Singapore are 
grounded in an express commitment on part of the Ministry of Education to internationalize higher education with a 
view to introduce foreign investment and resources in to the system.  The most crucial aspect of the policy is that the 
Government’s enterprise is backed with concrete steps to outfit the higher education system in terms of capacity 
building. In the same vein, Knight & Morshidi (2011) elaborate on the accomplishments of education hubs in South 
East Asia, and the Middle East, such as they are and attribute them to the respective governments’ initiatives to 
build capacity from the grounds up.  
Au contraire, the Indian Government’s proclamations to launch education hubs and promote India as a global 
destination for higher education are unsound on many counts. Most importantly, there is policy vacuum upon the 
higher education system (Altbach, 2012). In order to grasp the significance of well-crafted policy framework to 
regulate the admittance and operation of foreign providers, it is important to understand what guides them to scout 
for opportunities in developing countries like India.   
  
8. Foreign education providers: Caveat Emptor 
 
Numerous foreign education providers have made common cause with their Indian counterparts in building 
education hubs in India (Mishra, 2012). The concern with regard to the want of quality and purposefulness in higher 
education has been discussed earlier in the paper. Altbach (Altbach, 2008, as cited in Altbach, 2012) states that this 
lacunae is the principal catalyst in driving foreign education providers to hunt for business avenues in India:  
India might be the world’s largest single market for foreign universities. The country has a significant 
unmet demand for higher education access — currently only 10 per cent of the age group attends university 
— half the proportion in China and well below the rate in most rapidly developing and middle-income 
countries. Further, India has a huge unmet demand for high-quality higher education… Thus, foreign 
institutions see a tremendous opportunity for lucrative growth in the Indian market. (p. 241)   
Altbach (2008) goes on to add that there are, broadly speaking two motives that guide foreign education 
providers to expand in India: first, the profit motive: “Why do foreign universities and education companies such as 
Laureate Education Inc. wish to enter the Indian market…everyone who enters the Indian market wants to extract 
profits…” (as cited in Altbach, 2012, p. 242). The out and out profit motive implies that the terms of business do not 
necessarily align with the host country’s national agenda on higher education. Second, foreign education providers 
are enjoined by the “mother government” to operate as exporters in the interest of national trade and finance: “some 
countries, including the United Kingdom and Australia, have a national policy to earn profits from higher education 
exports”  (as cited in Altbach, 2012, p. 242). 
The commoditization of higher education, which brings with it pre-occupation with competitiveness, rankings 
and profit generation, has thrust the culture of education hubs forward (King, Marginson & Naidoo, 2011). The 
instance of UAE is particularly illustrative of this line of argument. Thomas (2010) delves on the manner in which 
the culture of education hubs in the Gulf region is steeped in the entrepreneurial ethos: “Education cities are a very 
successful model for development…For universities and business schools looking to set up international branch 
campuses, education cities offer incentives that shape the business decision”. Lewin (2008) uses the expression, 
“education gold rush” to refer to the precipitous incoming of foreign education providers in UAE with the singular 
aim of generating quick profits (as cited in Wilkins, p. 394).  
It stands to reason, then, that developing countries, such as India must be circumspect in their judgement of 
prospective foreign collaborators. It is imperative to gauge how well the host country’s national interests in higher 
education align with the long term goals of the home institution. In this vein, Lane (Lane 2011, as cited in Lane & 
Kinser, 2011b,) warns against the erroneous approach of setting about the quick fix route of internationalization of 
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higher education through indiscriminate admittance of foreign providers:  
. . . there is an increased recognition that higher education is important for the economic development of 
many nations. Instead of solely relying on strengthening their domestic higher education sector, a process 
that could take decades, some nations have elected to recruit IBCs as a way to quickly expand capacity 
and access to academic programs offered by reputable and established colleges and universities in other 
countries. (p. 81).  
This cautionary line of thinking is particularly germane to the Indian higher education system, which is marked 
by a plethora of antithetical characteristics. One of the many ways in which higher education systems in India and 
the popular “home” countries: US, UK and Australia are dissimilar is with respect to pedagogic methods and 
curricular offerings (Powar, 2012; Altbach, 2012). The Indian teaching-learning model is described as “traditional”, 
and is not particularly disposed to enthuse students on research and innovation (Patra, 2012). Wilkins (2002) builds 
on Sutton and Tse’s (1997) argument which cautions against overlooking the differences in pedagogic methods 
between home and host institutions. Wilkins illustrates his case by pointing out the dismal failure of student success 
and retention at Dubai Polytechnic on account of the students’ unfamiliarity with the more progressive teaching-
learning methods of the British home institution (as cited in Wilkins, 2010, p. 395).  Along the same lines, Knight is 
sceptical about the less than realistic goals of Educity in Iskandar, Malaysia on account of cross-cultural 
dissimilarities: “the challenges of recruiting the right mix of foreign universities, researchers, and R&D companies 
to work in a cross-cultural and disciplinary environment should not be underestimated” (Knight, 2011, p. 228).  
The Government of India has made repetitious assertions that education hubs will enhance the academic rigor of 
higher education in India (Matthews, Sibal & Prasad, 2012). The counter argument that foreign partners will depose 
the domestic academic tradition has met with dismissal from the Ministry of Human Resource Development:  
The fear that foreign varsities would supplant domestic curricula and academic traditions is unfounded. 
Such insular tendencies have no place in an increasingly globalised world, characterised by free flow of 
knowledge and collaborative academic endeavours. The main factor motivating opposition to foreign 
universities is reluctance on the part of domestic varsities to pull up their socks and compete for students 
and faculty. This is directly linked to the unspoken policy of using educational institutions to disburse 
political patronage. It's, therefore, high time we had a shake-up. (Thakkar, 2012, n. p.). 
While the concern with respect to transposing foreign educational tradition to domestic higher education system 
is sound, more to the point is the question: are partnering Indian institutions and Indian students sufficiently trained 
to apply themselves to the academic methods of home institutions?  In the absence of ample forethought and 
groundwork, the projected education hubs will not serve national interests optimally. The readiness and 
predetermination have to come from within the domestic system; the policy makers are ill-considered in their 
expectation that foreign education providers will bring Indian higher education up to speed. Altbach (2012) advises 
Indian policy makers not to repose excessive trust in foreign providers:  
. . . these schools will offer the programmes in India that they feel will attract students and may well have 
little commitment to either a long-term presence in India or to maintaining good quality. . . with very few 
exceptions, foreign providers are not interested in investing in high-cost academic infrastructures such as 
science laboratories and research facilities. They wish to minimise the investment and maximise the 
profit, like any corporation. (p. 242) 
Another pertinent apprehension with respect to education hubs in the country is that of equity: Will education 
hubs widen the disparity in accessibility of higher education—which is a pressing enough concern as it is? The 
Federation of Indian Chamber of Commerce (FICCI) Report (2012) records starkly disparate access to higher 
education across numerous spectrums: gender, minority and social groups. The most conspicuous category was the 
urban-rural distribution of “gross attendance ratio” (GAR): “in 2007-08, the GAR in urban areas was almost three 
times that in rural areas” (p. 22). Thomas (2010, n.p.) states that education hubs bring with them the likelihood of 
worsening socio-economic disparity: “. . . education cities should not be detached from wider society . . . Without a 
reciprocal relationship that taps into the host society's needs, education cities could become ivory towers”. In the 
Indian context, the consideration that these international agglomerations will worsen the culture of elitism in higher 
education—guided not by academic excellence but outward manifestations of brand stature—is not implausible. 
Moreover, in the context of “centre-periphery” paradigm discussed previously, the question emerges: will education 
hubs perpetrate heedless veneration of all things Western and English?    
The consideration that the culture of education hubs has spawned from globalization and the resulting 
commoditization of higher education is of significance to India on the ground that it brings with it the tendency to 
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monopolize education (King, Marginson & Naidoo, 2011). The representation of education hubs is by no means 
even; rather it is limited to a handful of countries (Knight, 2012). The competition, being symptomatically 
monopolized, is fierce. The competition from Malaysia and Singapore, in particular is formidable. Both the 
governments are expressly committed to showcasing the respective countries as “networked knowledge-based 
regional center”; and in doing so, one of the target objects is the prospective Indian student looking for the 
international education experience: “The plan is to gain greater access to the regional education market especially 
from the three Asian population giants, India, China, and Indonesia” (Knight, 2011). Yahya (2008) argues that 
Singapore, in its intent to emerges as knowledge based economy, purportedly through education hubs will need to 
join hands with India. India’s academic talent pool, particularly in science and technology is an inestimably valuable 
resource. He goes so far as to contend that the mere presence of Indian students will raise benchmark for higher 
education institutions in Singapore. The crux of his research is that IT parks, the “New Temples” of India are the 
iconic symbols of India’s giant strides in emerging as knowledge economy, and that Singapore will benefit 
enormously by tapping into this resource.  
The competition from the Gulf region is formidable as well, although on a different count—the measure of 
financial investment in developing education hubs is nothing short of astounding: Knight (2011), referring to the 
Dubai International Academic City (DIAC), states that an investment to the tune of 3.27 billion dollars has been 
made in setting up the City. The instance of the DIAC is not alone—there are several other such. Knight & Morshidi 
(2011), express the scale of investments pumped in the Qatar Science and Technology Park (QSTP) and caution 
other education hub aspirants not to draw parallel:  
It is estimated Qatar has invested more than 800 million US dollars to date in the QSTP and over 2 billion 
US dollars in QEC (Witte 2010). This illustrates the sizable investment Qatar is making to transform itself 
into a regional education hub and grow the knowledge economy. Whether it is a sustainable model is yet 
to be seen but it is doubtful that it is an approach that can be replicated by other countries given the 
enormous investment made to date. (p. 596) 
 
9. Education hubs, national policy deliberations and sustainability: the quandary about State’s run of higher 
education in a de-nationalizing world          
 
As stated earlier, an important observation with respect to the emergence of education hubs is that by virtue of 
their ascription to national policy decisions, their trajectory is not entirely foreseeable. The policy decisions are not 
necessarily aligned with other strains within the broad outlines of global higher education. Rather, agendas on higher 
education are, more often than not, subject to vagaries of whims of the government in power. This has a very 
important bearing on the issue of sustainability of education hubs. The consideration that the provenance of 
education hubs lies in policy deliberations, which are often undertaken by governments, presents a few paradoxes 
about the manner of internationalization of the partakers. More to the point are the questions: do education hubs 
reinforce governmental authority in determining the outcome of higher education and internationalization thereof? 
And, if that is the case, are education hubs a desirable scenario in a continually de-nationalized world? Both the 
questions are important checkmarks in the debate on viability of education hubs. Lane & Kinser (2011b) state:  
 . . . there is, on the one hand, an increasing trend toward higher education institutions transcending 
national boundaries, while, on the other hand, nations still have the authority to determine the rules and 
regulations within their own boundaries. Some nations may have complex layers of governments, such as 
in India . . . where both national and state governments have some responsibility over education. (p. 81) 
In the context of Indian higher education, the challenge of corruption is no less pressing than underperformance 
and un-purposefulness. Panikkar & Nair (2011) have contended that corruption at multiple levels of governance has 
impacted the higher education system. In fact, corruption is closely tied to want of democratization of higher 
education as well as under-funding of public education. It raises questions about the viability of public-private 
partnership projects such as education hubs which are sustained, at least partially by the Government (Altbach & 
Jayaram, 2008, as cited in Altbach, 2012, pp. 247-248). 
The premise that home and host governments have varied motives and stakes in their ownership of international 
branch campuses implies that education hubs run the risk of operating at the “crossroads of policy arenas” (Lane & 
Kinser, 2011b). The prominent issues in this matter being: the challenge of instituting guiding principles for 
collaborations related to academic protocols such as awarding of degrees and matching credit equivalencies at 
national and institutional level and rationalising immigration related procedures. The authors contend that the notion 
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of unified cross-border policies will not serve; instead, a “supranational educational policy framework” is necessary 
to ensure that the developing countries—typically, the host countries in the context of education hubs—are not 
disadvantaged. Altbach (2008) is in agreement with Lane & Kinser (2011a) in counselling Indian policy makers to 
be guarded in transacting with foreign providers: “India needs to engage more with the rest of the world, but not at 
the expense of giving up academic sovereignty…Higher education represents an essential part of a nation’s 
patrimony and a key to future prosperity” (Altbach, 2008, p. 244). 
The recentness of the phenomenon of education hubs accounts for the regulation vacuum that presents itself. The 
extensive scale of cross border reciprocity that education hubs presuppose necessitates well synthesized overseeing. 
The scarcity of information and governing regulations are pressing insufficiencies. Knight & Morshidi (2011) state:  
. . . a lack of information on several important elements. This includes policies and regulations related to 
registration and accreditation of the foreign institutions, working visa or immigration laws for foreign 
students and professionals, funding and collaborative research arrangements between universities and 
private sector firms, foreign investment conditions, intellectual property rights and patent law. These 
examples serve to illustrate the multi-sector nature of the issues and the complexity of the regulatory 
environment related to education hubs. (p. 600) 
 
10.   The rising of “Private Prometheus” in India xvi  
“The only real, substantial answer is enhancing private participation . . . [It] can improve supply, build 
capacity, create excellence, reduce large foreign exchange spending . . . and make India a global education 
hub”xvii  
Altbach (1999) states that multi-nationalization of higher education, chiefly collaborations between countries of 
the “North” and “South”xviii is fuelled by private institutions. This has occurred, largely on account of two factors: 
external controls are less stringent, and entrepreneurialism in the private sector. He singles out the case of American 
universities’ interest in partnering with management institutes in India to exemplify his argument.  
In the more specific framework of internationalization of higher education, Tierney (2012) lists three factors that 
have helped propel private institution the world over in to the frontlines. The first is the redefinition of the 
“customer” in the last decade to include entities such as the “part time working adult”. Secondly, private institutions 
have incorporated technological advancements far more than their public counterparts and in doing so they have 
created new markets for themselves; for instance, technology has greatly helped enable re-configuration of courses 
to suit the needs of the student. Lastly, two concurrent incidences have made room for the expansion of private 
institutions: the phenomenal growth of tertiary education all over the world, coupled with the occurrence of 
traditional configuration of public universities, which implies that they are incapacitated to meet the needs of 
students while still adding to their revenue stream.  
It is noteworthy that the culture of education hubs in South East Asia and the Gulf region is spurred on largely by 
private participants, in partnership with respective governments (Knight, 2012). Similarly, Wilkins (2010), in 
discussing the relative success of education hubs in the Gulf region lists the respective governments’ encouragement 
of private participants as a critical factor. 
Interestingly, the discussion on education hubs in India has gathered force in tandem with another advance in 
higher education: private partakers are more prominent on the higher education scene than ever before; and it is 
debatable whether the latter has occasioned the former (Agarwal, 2009). The EY-FICCI Report (2012) 
unambiguously underlines the crucial role that private institutions play in the growth of the higher education sector. 
Reportedly, private institutions account for 64% of the total number of higher education institutions in the country, 
and 59% of the total enrolment. Even more remarkable is the rate of annual growth: “state private universities have 
witnessed an annual growth of 33.8% since1995…” (p. 14). 
It has been repetitiously contended that the remarkable growth of private participants in higher education is 
fuelled by the failure of Indian Government to address the systemic challenges (Bery, Bosworth & Panagariya, 
2004; Stella, 2002). Given the scale of shortfalls in the system: a gross enrolment ration of 12% against an 
international average of 23%, compounded by an even glaring underperformance with regard to quality, it cannot be 
overstated that the Government, by itself is not equipped to take on the challenge. Public investment backed by 
public-private partnerships is the more realistic route (Thakkar, 2012).  Marking a break from its long-standing 
stance of “obstructionism” with respect to private institutions, the Indian Government stated in the “Economic 
Survey of 2010-11”—a flagship annual document authored by the Ministry of Finance—that public-private 
partnership is the route to establishing global education hubs in the country (“Making India a global education hub,” 
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2011). Agarwal (n.d.) forecasts that internationalization of higher education will be undertaken primarily by private 
partakers and not the State—as is the case with China, and for that reason it will take longer. The Government’s 
espousal of the acropolis model of education hubs generated by a synergetic association of private sector and the 
Government through “PPP” ventures discussed previously dictates that the private sector be allowed greater 
autonomy to respond to the emerging trends in internationalization of higher education.  
 
11. Concluding observations: tread on thin ice  
 
Internationalization of higher education is an incontrovertible phenomenon. India’s inertia with respect to higher 
education entails that the country has quickened to the inherent opportunities later than its competition. Just the 
same, the Government’s recent proclamations to recast the country as “knowledge economy” have impelled higher 
education and internationalization thereof into unprecedented importance in the spectrum of national policy. The 
steep growth of education hubs in South East Asia and the Gulf region has not gone unnoticed by stakeholders in 
India. The plain fact of the matter is that the country stands to gain enormously—on several counts—from 
converging resources into developing global agglomerations of higher education. Further, several unique aspects of 
the country can potentially fortify the project of developing education hubs. However, the case of higher education 
in India—being what it is—presents the predicament about India being presently ready for education hubs, and yet 
not. It emerges that while the Indian Government’s keenness in developing education hubs is commendable, there 
are several shortfalls in the higher education system and internationalization thereof that necessitate circumspection 
and predetermination. The need of the hour is preparative policy deliberations that addresses the numerous concerns 
raised in the paper.  
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